This study examines a rare cross-linguistic contrast, that between plain and secondarily palatalized postalveolar fricatives, through (i) an acoustic analysis of the production of 31 Romanian speakers and (ii) a perception experiment with a di↵erent group of 31 native speakers. Evidence of acoustic separation between plain and palatalized forms was found for 27 of the subjects, suggesting that the contrast is produced by the majority. This is consistent with previous reports of native speakers, collected in 1961. These findings were supported by the results of the perceptual experiment, which showed that native speakers exhibit moderate sensitivity to this contrast. An examination of each of the two genders' production separately suggests that a process of neutralization may be in progress, more strongly realized by males compared to females. Aside from documenting this phenomenon in Romanian, an explanation is sought for its longevity, and it is proposed that grammatical restructuring o↵ers the best account for the observed facts.
I. INTRODUCTION
palatalized contrast was distinguished by F1 and (especially) F2 at the onset, the midpoint, Russian.
106
(1) the audio presentation of a sentence, they had to press a key corresponding to one of two 165 words displayed on the screen, one in the singular form (ending in a plain consonant, e.g.
166
'pantof') and one in the plural form (phonetically ending in a palatalized consonant, and 167 spelled with a final Ci sequence, according to the orthographic conventions of Romanian, 168 e.g. 'pantofi'). Spinu & Lilley (2016) determined that the Romanian dorsal fricative is re-169 alized at di↵erent places of articulation word-finally, depending on whether it is plain -in and longer reaction times than all other places.
180

III. EXPERIMENTAL WORK
The findings reported above suggest that the status of the secondary palatalization con-182 trast in Romanian postalveolars remains unclear to date. On the one hand, over 90% of
183
Romanian speakers in Şuteu's study believed that they were articulating the contrast in 184 1961. While their perception could be influenced by a number of factors and not necessarily 185 reflect reality, it is nevertheless a fact that their intuition is at odds with the results of a 186 subsequent acoustic study using cepstral coe cients (Spinu et al. 2012) , in which no sig-187 nificant di↵erences were found between plain and palatalized segments at the group level. is absent. This indicates that Romanian listeners display some sensitivity to this contrast.
196
Taken together, these findings suggest that, while elusive, acoustic di↵erences between plain
197
and palatalized Romanian postalveolars do exist and closer investigation is necessary in or-
198
der to uncover them. The main goal for the current paper is thus to shed more light on the 199 acoustic and perceptual properties of this contrast.
200
In the following sections, the properties of plain and palatalized postalveolar fricatives The current study thus adds to previous work in a number of ways. First, the focus is 208 now explicitly on the secondary palatalization contrast in postalveolars and to this purpose a what is believed to be the phonemic representation of these sounds.
248
The stimuli consisted of pairs of real Romanian words that di↵ered only in whether their 249 final consonant was plain or palatalized. There were four pairs of words for each consonant.
250
All words were disyllabic, with final stress, and were presented in a context-neutral carrier 251 sentence, as shown in (2). The full set of stimuli is provided in Table III 
259
The words that are part of this subset are highlighted in boldface in Table III 
319
In the current study, the sequence of phonetic symbols comprising the transcription of 
332
The durations of the target consonants and preceding vowels were determined, and then the vectors in each region were calculated and used as input to the statistical analyses.
This resulted in 36 di↵erent measures: 6 cepstral coe cients ⇥ 2 segments (fricative and 360 preceding vowel) ⇥ 3 regions inside each segment. In the remainder of the paper, these 361 measures will be labeled by composite names containing the specific coe cient used (e.g.
362
C1), the segment from which it was extracted (C or V), and the region from which it was 363 extracted (1, 2, or 3), as in C1.C.3, which refers to the first cepstral coe cient extracted 364 from the third consonantal region. Two corpora of fricatives were constructed as follows:
365
(1) all fricatives (3,674 total) -this used the entire fricative corpus, but the information 366 from preceding vowels was excluded. This was due to the fact that the uneven distribution 367 of the vowels preceding the fricatives introduced confounds that could not be controlled for.
368
Even with the vocalic information excluded, there is a possibility that coarticulatory e↵ects 
Results
401
In the binomial logistic mixed e↵ects model for the entire (ALL) dataset, a significant .1) were also considered. It was found that only one of the 31 subjects did not produce either the measures. For these subjects, the average number of measures with significant di↵erences 472 is 3.2 (out of 25 measures); one subject showed significant di↵erences in 9 measures. There 473 was a great deal of variability in which measures di↵ered significantly between the two forms.
474
The only measure for which neither significant nor near-significant di↵erences were found in 475 any of the subjects was c0 extracted from the third vocalic region. valuable" (Hawkins, 2010) .
508
Given that normally there is rich agreement in Romanian (subject-predicate, nouns- 
553
The construction of the stimuli for this experiment involved two steps. The first step 554 consisted of recording the target words in grammatical sentences. The same words as in the 555 production experiment described in section III.A.2 were used (Table III) Fifteen di↵erent speakers (3 males, 12 females, mean age = 20.6) produced the sentences 561 for this experiment. These speakers were selected among a larger pool of potential speakers, 562 n=31. These speakers were not the same as those who participated in the production 563 experiment reported in section III.A, but they were drawn from the same demographic pool 564 via the same methods. They were all native speakers of the standard dialect of Romanian.
565
None of the subjects had any known speech or hearing disorders.
566
Each speaker went through a short practice session prior to recording the experimental The second step consisted of splicing out the targets from the sentences in which they 577 were recorded and using them to create the sentences to be used in the perception study.
578
The alternative would have been to record all items directly. Since this experiment used both matical sentences were also constructed by splicing out the target items from the sentences 587 in which they had been originally recorded and inserting them into appropriate contexts.
588
Each target sentence contained exactly one morphological cue with regard to the number 589 status (singular or plural) of the target words.
590
Only one repetition of each sentence per subject was used in the perception experiment. 
Subjects and procedure
597
Thirty-one subjects (11 males, 20 females, mean age = 24.25) participated in this ex-598 periment, and were paid for their participation. None of the subjects reported having any 599 current or past speech or hearing disorders. These subjects had not participated in any of 600 the production or perception experiments described in previous sections.
601
In order to limit the duration of the experiment to approximately one hour, each subject 
Data analysis
616
The dependent variable sensitivity was computed for each subject for all five consonants,
617
and the values were compared in a repeated-measures within-subjects ANOVA with the 
621
In the perceptual experiment reported here, bias was taken into account by using both Generally speaking, the larger the d' value, the higher the sensitivity to a certain con- 
726
In fact, neutralization of this contrast may be in progress, as attested by the fact that males 727 appear to realize it to a lesser extent than females.
728
As far as enhancement is concerned, cases of the plain-palatalized contrast becoming en-
729
hanced are well attested. In Russian, plain consonants were described as velarized (Halle, 730 1959, Trubetzkoy, 1969) or, more recently, as either uvularized or velarized (Litvin, 2014) , at this place can be found.
757
The issue of morphological conditioning brings forth another possibility for the mainte-
758
nance of a weak contrast, specifically that of grammatical restructuring (Kochetov, 2002) .
759
A grammar constructed by a learner can be restructured under pressure from higher-level 760 phonological categories and morphological alternations (Kochetov, 2002 ternations (Carlton, 1990) . In Polish, the palatalization contrast in labial consonants was 778 similarly neutralized in the coda environment (Kochetov, 2002) .
779
The persistence of Russian palatalized consonants in medial clusters (the most unfavor- phologically conditioned, just as in Romanian (Dieterman, 2008 to be impossible (Hall, 1997) , but marginally attested in Mordvin (Campbell, 1974 inertia, almost as if it were below a threshold of phonetic/phonological 'maneuverability'.
871
Following Kochetov (2002) , the best conclusion is that an explanation for neutralization, dataset. The first part of each axis label (e.g. C1.C.1) stands for the coe cient (e.g.
1103
C4), the middle part stands for the segment from which it was extracted (C or V),
1104
and the last part stands for the region from which it was extracted (1, 2, or 3). 
